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1. Introduction
Many studies on American politics have shown that legislators engage in \position-taking"
activities: they sponsor bills, make speeches, and build roll-call voting records aligned with
their constituents. It is commonly believed that many position-taking activities cannot be
explained by only appealing to preferences for policy outcomes. For instance, it would be
hard to explain why legislators sponsor bills that have no chance of passing, why they deliver
oor speeches to an almost empty chamber, and why they carefully ponder their votes even
when the nal outcome is already clear. Then, citing Mayhew (1974, p. 51), it is tempting
to draw the conclusion that \politicians often get rewarded for taking positions rather than
achieving eects."1
In this paper, we assume that legislators have a double objective: they are genuinely
concerned for the legislature to make the correct decision but they are also concerned about
their electoral prospects. Motivated by the previous discussion, we assume that electoral
prospects are a function of the legislator's position in the voting game.2
We study a small legislature that must select a one-dimensional policy by playing an
agenda-setting game. This paper considers a specic but, in our opinion, rather frequent
situation. In our model, all legislators agree that a certain policy (which we normalize to
zero) is optimal for the country as a whole. However, we also suppose that some legislators
may suer an electoral cost if they vote or sponsor a bill in favor of that policy. In particular,
the legislator representing the right (resp. left) constituency suers an electoral cost if he
does not position himself to the right (resp. left) of zero. A key feature of our model is
that the amount of this cost is private information. Throughout this paper, we refer to
ideological polarization as the distance between the positions preferred by the left and right
constituencies.
First, we compare equilibrium outcomes under simple majority rule and unanimity rule.
We solve the game with incomplete information and show that legislators use cuto voting
rules: they accept a reform if the weight associated to electoral considerations is not too high.
1Similarly, according to the \two-arenas" hypothesis by Fenno (1978), legislators operate in the legislative
arena, where eectiveness in voting matters, and also in the electoral arena, where voters reward legislators
for their position-taking as well as their eectiveness. See also Kingdon (1989) and Arnold (1990).
2Denzau, Riker and Shepsle (1985) were among the rst to model the tension that arises when legislators'
preferences are dened over results but also over voting behavior.Ideology and Endogenous Constitutions 2
Our ndings show that position-taking preferences of the type we posit here create non-
trivial strategic interactions in the voting game that takes place after the agenda setter makes
her proposal. More specically, we argue that under simple majority rule voting decisions
are strategic substitutes: the perspective that the proposal is voted by other legislators lowers
the incentive to vote for the same proposal. In equilibrium, a proposal that benets all
legislators may fail to pass with some probability because some legislators may benet even
more if that proposal is passed without their votes. As in a public-good game, free-riding
problems make reforms less likely to occur. Under unanimity rule, we show instead that
voting strategies are strategic complements. The perspective that a proposal is voted by the
other legislators increases the incentive to vote for the same proposal. As in a stag-hunt
game, status-quo bias under unanimity rule may arise from a coordination problem or, more
specically, from the fear that other members in the legislature may not vote in favor of the
reform.
The extent of these strategic interactions crucially depends, among other things, on the
degree of ideological polarization and on the location of the status quo. In particular, for any
given level of ideological polarization, we show that an inecient status-quo policy alleviates
coordination problems that arise under unanimity rule and, as a result, moves upwards the
cuto levels that legislators use in equilibrium.
These considerations may then help explain why unanimous constitutions (prescribing
power-sharing, proportionality and mutual vetoes in decision-making) have been proposed
(and sometimes adopted) to promote stability in divided countries that nd themselves in
severe diculties.3
Also, we show that the existence of strategic interactions aects the proposal that an
agenda setter decides to put to a vote. For instance, we argue that under simple majority rule
an agenda setter representing the moderate constituency may have an incentive to propose a
biased policy to increase the chance that the reform is passed. To understand this, note that
a proposal that is biased towards, say, the left-wing legislator is less likely to be accepted by
the right-wing legislator. Because of strategic substitutability under simple majority rule,
everything else being equal, this increases the probability that the left-wing legislator accepts
3See for instance Lijphart (1977, p. 28), who argues that \in a political system with clearly separate
and potentially hostile population segments, virtually all decisions are perceived as entailing high stakes, and
strict majority rule places a strain on the unity and peace of the system."Riboni 3
the reform.
Next, we analyze the equilibrium outcome under autocracy |a constitutional system
where the policy selected by one legislator does not need to be accepted by the others. Our
ndings show that autocracy is particularly undesirable when ideological polarization is high
and when the initial status quo is not particularly inecient.
Finally, in Section 8 we abandon the assumption that the probability of being recognized
agenda setter is exogenously given. Instead, we suppose that legislators decide whether or not
to run for the agenda setter's position. We argue that the three constitutions analyzed here
provide dierential incentives to run for oce. In particular, legislators representing voters at
the extremes of the policy spectrum have stronger incentives to become agenda setter under
more stringent majority requirements. Since reforms proposed by those legislators are more
likely to be biased, we believe that constitutional designers should take these considerations
into account.
This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we briey review the related literature.
In Section 3 we set up the model. We then proceed to study policy decisions. Section 4
studies voting decisions under simple majority and unanimity rule while Section 5 discusses
equilibrium proposals. Section 6 studies policy choices under autocracy. In Section 7 we
compare welfare under dierent constitutions. In Section 8 we consider an extension where
we endogeneize the probability of being recognized agenda setter. Section 9 concludes. For
ease of exposition, all proofs are in the Appendix
2. Review of the Literature
A very large literature investigates which voting rule a society should adopt to make col-
lective decisions. According to Wicksell (1896), unanimity rule is desirable since it avoids
the possibility that the government can reduce an individual below his status quo utility.
Buchanan and Tullock (1962) argue that choosing the optimal majority rule involves a trade-
o between the costs of expropriation, which decrease in the number of individuals whose
agreement is required to make decisions, and some decision-time costs, which increase with
the majority rule. Rae (1969) studies the choice of a voting rule by a group of individuals
who are uncertain on whether or not they will gain or loose from a future collective decision
and nds that simple majority rule is optimal since it maximizes total ex-ante utility. In
a public good provision model, Aghion and Bolton (2004) show that on the one hand a lowIdeology and Endogenous Constitutions 4
majority rule provides higher ex-post exibility (hence, more ecient public good provision),
but on the other it provides little protection from expropriation.
In a related paper, Aghion, Alesina, and Trebbi (2004) study the problem of choosing
at the constitutional stage (when individuals are ex-ante identical) the optimal size of the
super-majority that is needed to pass legislation.4 Of particular interest for this paper is their
analysis of how the optimal majority rule depends on the degree of polarization of preferences.
In their model, a polarized society is a society in which the distribution of the individuals'
ex-post gains and losses from legislation has a thick lower tail. Proposition 3 in their paper
shows that for a suciently large degree of risk aversion, more polarization increases the
optimal share of votes needed by the executive to pass a policy change since more checks and
balances lower the risk of being, ex post, unsatised with the new legislation.5
A key contribution that is close to us is Alesina and Drazen (1991), who study a war-of-
attrition model in which two policy makers must agree on a reform plan. In their model,
each policy maker has an incentive to \wait-and-see", in the hope that the other policy maker
will concede before him and will accept to bear a larger share of the adjustment burden. As
a result, in general reforms are ineciently delayed. A clear implication of the war-of-
attrition model is that in a democracy where the executive faces few checks and balances,
reforms would occur earlier since it would be costly for the opposition to veto the reform
plan. Indeed, as shown by Spolaore (2004), when the executive has no constraints, reforms
occur too often (that is, even when they are not socially optimal) and the costs of the reform
are unevenly distributed. Their models are however very dierent from ours along various
dimensions. For example, instead of considering a concession game we study here a legislative
bargaining process over a one-dimensional policy.
Finally, this paper is related to the literature on legislative decision making with position-
taking preferences. According to Denzau, Riker and Shepsle (1985), these preferences may
help explain why in some cases legislators vote sincerely when a sophisticated vote, which is
more dicult to explain to home constituents, would better promote the interests of their
electorate.6 Several papers adopt position-taking preferences in models of interest group
4The authors abstract from the issue of self-stability of the voting rule, which is discussed in Barbera and
Jackson (2004), Messner and Polborn (2004), and Maggi and Morelli (2006)
5See however Harstad (2004) who considers a model where the optimal majority rule is instead decreasing
in ex-post heterogeneity of preferences.
6See also Groseclose and Milyo (2001).Riboni 5
politics. Among others, we mention Snyder (1991), Groseclose and Snyder (1996), Dier-
meier and Myerson (1999), and Seidmann (2007). In the context of a model of inuence,
Snyder and Ting (2005) and Dal B o (2006) develop a rationale for position taking in legis-
latures. Specically, they show that voters may want to condition their reelection decisions
on legislators' roll-call votes in order to prevent interest groups from dominating the legisla-
tive process. Finally, Levy (2007, Section 6.2) considers a specic channel that may induce
position-taking preferences on legislators. In her model, the voting behavior of a committee
member is informative about his competence. Members that care about policy outcomes
but also about their reputation may then face a non-trivial voting choice because the best
decision in terms of policy outcomes often does not coincide with the one that maximizes
reputational considerations.7
3. The Model
A three-person legislature N = fl;c;rg has to select a one-dimensional policy x in the con-
tinuous interval X  R. The indexes l;c; and r stand for the legislator who represents the
left, center, and right-leaning constituency, respectively.8
We suppose that x is decided after playing an agenda-setting game under closed rule.9 The
details of the voting game will be described in Section 3.2. Let q 2 X denote the status-quo
alternative.
3.1. Preferences
Concerning preferences, we assume here that legislators have a double objective. In particular,




jxj   i jpi   ij: (1)
The rst term in (1) depends on x, the policy that is implemented in the economy: The
second term is less standard and reects electoral considerations on the part of legislators.10
7A similar trade-o is analyzed by Austen-Smith (1992), where voting behavior is a signal about legislators'
preferences.
8For simplicity, we focus on a three-person committee. This is the smallest committee size for which we
can obtain interesting results in terms of voting rules.
9The seminal reference is Romer and Rosenthal (1978).
10See Section 2 for a brief review of the literature on position-taking in legislatures.Ideology and Endogenous Constitutions 6
More specically, it depends on the position pi taken by legislator i in the voting game, where
pi also takes values in X. In order to maximize the second term pi should be set equal to i.
Note that the index i denotes the legislator but also the policy that minimizes the legislator's
position cost.
To streamline the analysis, we assume that c = 0 and that l and r are symmetrically on
opposite sides of zero.11 That is,
l < 0 < r and r =  l: (2)
Moreover, in order to make the model as transparent as possible it is also assumed that the
rst term in (1) is the same for all legislators: that is, all legislators agree that the correct
policy decision for the economy at large is x = 0: Then, disagreement among legislators arises
because of electoral considerations.12
We now describe how positions are determined. In our model, committee members are
either constrained or unconstrained in choosing their positions. We let xj denote the proposal
made by the recognized agenda setter j; where j 2 N. If j proposes xj, pj is automatically
set equal to xj: For legislators other than the agenda setter, positions are related to voting
decisions. In particular, if i 2 Nnfjg votes in favor of xj; we assume that pi = xj. If instead
he rejects proposal xj, legislator i is free to choose his preferred position. In this case, it is
immediate to see that legislator i will choose pi equal to i. Throughout, we assume that the
voting records and the identity of the agenda setter are publicly known.
The relative weight of electoral considerations versus policy considerations is measured
by i 2 [0;1]: Hereafter, we assume that it is commonly known that legislator c does not
suer a position cost and, consequently, that c = 0: Conversely, we assume that there is
uncertainty about the specic values of l and r. Each player knows his own i before playing
the agenda-setting game. This information is private. However, it is common knowledge
that l and r are drawn independently and take values in the interval [0;1] with cumulative
11In a previous draft of this paper, we analyzed the case in which condition (2) does not hold. When the
positions that minimize the second term of (1) are on the same side of zero, the main intuition behind our
results remain unchanged.
12The main thrust of our results would survive if we assume some disagreement on policy outcomes.Riboni 7
distribution function F(:): For i = l;r we assume
F(i) =
(
 if i = 0;
 + (1   )i if 0 < i  1;
(3)
with  2 (0;1): That is, the density function has a positive mass at zero. Thereafter, density
is uniformly distributed.
Throughout this paper, we will often refer to l and r as the ideological legislators. Knowing
the values of r and l; we dene the following measure of ideological polarization:
  r   l > 0: (4)
3.2. Agenda-setting Game
Each legislator has a probability i 2 (0;1) of being recognized. As in most of the literature on
legislative bargaining, these probabilities are assumed to be exogenous.13 After the identity
of the agenda setter is known, policy x is chosen through a one-session agenda-setting game.
The legislative process is under closed rule.14
The number of constraints that the agenda setter (she) faces is specied in the constitution
(denoted C). More specically, under autocracy (denoted A) the proposal of the agenda setter
does not need to be approved. Under simple majority rule (denoted M) the agenda setter
needs at least one \yea" vote to pass her proposal. Finally, under unanimity rule (denoted
U) two \yea" votes are necessary. We now summarize in details the timing.
Timing of Events
(1) Nature selects the agenda setter from N according to some exogenous recog-
nition probabilities.
(2) Legislators l and r privately observe their types l and r; respectively.
13See for instance the seminal paper by Baron and Ferejohn (1989). An exception is Yildirim (2007). In
Section 8, we consider an extension where the recognition probabilities are endogenously determined.
14In other terms, the agenda setter makes a take-it-or-leave-it proposal. This assumption, which is often
made in the legislative bargaining literature, is a way of capturing the idea that in practice there exist
institutional features that allow some legislators to control the agenda. For a discussion, see Huber (1996),
Baron (1998), and Diermeier and Feddersen (1998).Ideology and Endogenous Constitutions 8
(3) The recognized agenda setter makes a take-it-or-leave-it proposal. After
observing her proposal, the other legislators simultaneously cast their votes.
(4) The proposal is implemented if it obtains the minimum number of votes
specied in the constitution. Otherwise, the status quo is kept in place, x = q.
(5) After the agenda-setting game, positions are determined.
These stages are analyzed in reverse order. Solving the optimal strategies in the nal
stage, which denes the legislator's position, is immediate. We need to distinguish two cases.
If legislator i has not accepted or made a proposal, he optimally chooses pi = i. If instead
he has cast a \yea" vote, pi must coincide with the proposal.
Moving backwards, the agenda-setting game includes two stages: the proposal stage and
the voting game. A strategy for the recognized agenda setter i 2 N under constitution
C species a proposal xi
C(i) 2 X for each type i 2 [0;1]: If the constitution is either
simple majority or unanimity rule, the proposal of the agenda setter is subsequently voted
on by the legislature. Given a proposal, a strategy for a voting legislator species an action
si
C(i) 2 fY ea;Nayg for each type i 2 [0;1]: A Bayesian Nash equilibrium in the voting
game is a pair of strategies for the two voting legislators such that for each voting player and
every possible value of i the voting decision is a (weakly undominated) best response to the
other's voting decisions.15 Given an equilibrium in the voting stage, the agenda setter selects
the proposal that maximizes her expected payo. An equilibrium in the agenda-setting game




C denotes the equilibrium proposal
for each possible agenda setter and every possible value of i, while s
C denotes the equilibrium
voting strategies for all possible pairs of members in the legislature and every possible type.
4. Equilibrium Voting Strategies
In order to analyze the equilibrium outcomes under simple majority and unanimity rule, it
is key to understand how legislators vote.
In this paper we do not require legislators to vote as if they were pivotal. Nevertheless, it
is instructive to see how a legislator i of type i would vote if he were using a pivotal voting
15Ruling out the use of weakly dominated voting strategies is standard in the voting literatureRiboni 9
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That is, the utility of implementing xj and taking position pi = xj must be greater than the






As discussed in Section 3.2, in this paper we require instead that each member's vote
must be a (weakly undominated) best response to the expected strategy of the other voting
legislator.
As we will see, Bayesian Nash equilibria in the voting game will have the "cuto property":
that is, a legislator accepts a proposal if his type (the weight of electoral considerations) is
below a certain cuto point and rejects otherwise. In general the equilibrium threshold will
turn out to be lower (hence, more demanding) than in condition (6). To understand this,
note that in our setting a vote matters for economic outcomes only when the legislator is
pivotal, but it matters for electoral considerations in any event. As a result, the eective
importance of policy considerations (relatively to electoral ones) is weakened.
Section 5.1 studies equilibrium voting rules under unanimity rule. Section 5.2 studies
equilibrium voting rules under simple majority rule.
4.1. Unanimity Rule
Under unanimity rule, the agenda setter needs to obtain two \yea" votes to pass her proposal.
In this subsection, we rst suppose that the recognized agenda setter is c and study the voting
strategies of l and r: Subsequently, we study the case in which the recognized agenda setter
is either l or r.
Suppose that c is the recognized agenda setter and let xc
U denote her proposal. Recalling
that c = 0, notice rst that member c does not nd it protable to propose a policy that is
more inecient than q. Therefore, we restrict xc
U to be such that jqj > jxc
Uj. Fix any such
xc
U. The following two-by-two matrix illustrates the payos to l (the row player) and r (the




Uj   l jxc
U   lj; 1
2 jxc
Uj   r jxc
U   rj  1




2 jqj   r jxc
U   rj  1
2 jqj; 1
2 jqj
Note that in writing the payos after a \nay" vote we have implicitly assumed that the
legislator optimally selects his position in the nal stage.
We now solve the game with incomplete information. Suppose that legislator i, with
i 2 fl;rg, is of type i and believes that the other ideological legislator, denoted by  i; will
use a cuto strategy with cuto  i 2 [0;1]. That is, suppose that i expects that  i will
vote for proposal xc
U if  i is weakly smaller than  i and reject otherwise: From (3) it is
immediate that the expected probability that  i accepts is given by  + (1   ) i:
We can then compute the net gain for an ideological legislator of type i from accepting
proposal xc
U: This is given by
NB(i; i;x
c
U) =  i jx
c





















The rst three terms in (7) constitute the expected payo from accepting xc
U. Note that this
payo is not certain under unanimity rule because xc
U passes only if it is accepted by the
other legislator. The last term of (7) is minus the (sure) payo from rejecting, keeping the
status quo and pandering to voters. We can rewrite (7) as
NB(i; i;x
c
U) =  i jx
c







 + (1   ) i

: (8)
Legislator i accepts (resp. rejects) xc
U if the expression in (8) is positive (resp. negative).
If the net gain is zero, member i is indierent between accepting and rejecting.
Recalling that jqj jxc
Uj > 0; note that under unanimity rule the net benet from accepting
is increasing in the expected probability that the other legislator has cast a \yea" vote. In
other terms, the voting decisions of l and r are strategic complements. Note that under
unanimity rule a legislator may accept less frequently than under the pivotal voting rule
described in (6). This occurs because each legislator entertains the possibility that the other
legislator may reject the proposal.
From (8) also note that NB(i; i;xc
U) is decreasing i: Then, the best response to a cutoRiboni 11
strategy of member  i is to also use a cuto strategy with cuto point i( i). The cuto of
member i is found as the solution to the equation NB(i; i;xc
U) = 0: If NB(i; i;xc
U) > 0
for every i; we set i( i) = 1: Hence we obtain
i( i) = min
( 









Equation (9) is the best-response function of member i: Note that intercept (at  i = 0) and
the slope of the best-response function are both strictly positive. This is a consequence of
the assumption that  2 (0;1) and of the fact that equilibrium proposals by c are such that
jqj jxc
Uj > 0: To obtain the cuto equilibrium we nd the intersection of i( i) and  i(i):
As is well known, multiple equilibria are common in games with strategic interactions.
It is immediate, however, to verify that our setting generates a unique equilibrium in cuto
strategies under unanimity rule.16 We let 
i;U denote the equilibrium voting cuto of member
i under unanimity rule.







holds for every i 2 fl;rg. Note that the left-hand side of (10) is the value of the best-response







for every i 2 fl;rg, we have that 
l;U=
r;U = 1 and proposal xc
U passes with probability one.
Figures 1-2 draw the best-response functions of members i (in red) and  i (in black) after
proposal xc
U = 0.17 Figure 1 illustrates an interior equilibrium, while Figure 2 illustrates
a corner equilibrium.18 It is important to note that inequality (11) is more likely to be
16On this point, see Baliga and Sj ostr om (2009), who analyze uniqueness of equilibria in games of conict
with payo uncertainty under a more general information structure than the one analyzed here. See also
Vives (2001)
17Recalling that r =  l; it is immediate that the cuto-equilibrium when xc
U = 0 lies on the 45 degree line.
This would not be true if xc
U 6= 0.
18 In both gures, the equilibrium is denoted by E. Note that Figures 1-2 do not exhaust all possibilities:
when xc
U 6= 0 one can have an equilibrium where the cuto level is equal to 1 for a legislator and strictlyIdeology and Endogenous Constitutions 12
satised for both legislators when the initial status quo is inecient, ideological polarization
is low and the proposal is centered. The underlying intuition is that under such parameter
congurations the other legislator is expected to likely accept. Since under unanimity rule
voting decisions are strategic complement, this initiates a virtuous circle that leads to the
approval of a reform with high probability.
When instead inequality (10) is satised for both legislators, the equilibrium is interior
and, consequently, with some probability the reform does not pass.
It is important to stress the role of the assumption that  2 (0;1). If we assumed  = 0,
uniqueness would not always be guaranteed. Moreover, it would not be possible to rule out
a \no-trust" equilibrium where proposal xc
U is never accepted.19
Finally, we proceed to study the case in which the recognized agenda setter is either l or r:
Let x
j
U denote the proposal of an ideological legislator j 2 fl;rg. Under unanimity rule, x
j
U
must be approved by c and by either l (if the agenda setter is r) or r (if the agenda setter is
l). Finding out the voting strategy by c is straightforward. Since we assume that legislators
do not use weakly dominated strategies, it is not hard to see that legislator c accepts any
proposal that (weakly) improves upon the status quo: Since the voting strategy of c is pinned
down, it becomes immediate to nd out the strategy of the other ideological legislator. We













member c is expected to accept, the ideological voting legislator i uses a pivotal voting rule





is immediate that the proposal obtains two \nay" votes.
4.2. Simple Majority Rule
Under simple majority rule, the agenda setter needs to obtain at least one \yea" vote to
pass her proposal. In this subsection, we rst suppose that the recognized agenda setter is
c and study the voting strategies of l and r: Subsequently, we study the case in which the
recognized agenda setter is either l or r.
Suppose that c is the recognized agenda setter and let xc
M denote her proposal. As we
lower than one for the other.
19Note, in fact, that a sort of multiplier eect takes place when it is assumed that  > 0. A small probability
that the other legislator accepts has a more than proportionate eect on the equilibrium probability of
acceptance. As a result of this, the inecient outcome in which reforms are never accepted is ruled out.Riboni 13
discussed in Subsection 4.1, x any xc
M such that jqj   jxc
Mj > 0: The following two-by-two





Mj   l jxc
M   lj; 1
2 jxc
Mj   r jxc
M   rj  1
2 jxc








Mj   r jxc
M   rj  1
2 jqj; 1
2 jqj
We now solve the game of incomplete information. Suppose that legislator i; with i 2
fl;rg, is of type i and believes that the other ideological legislator, denoted by  i; will use
a cuto strategy with cuto point  i 2 [0;1]: The net gain for an ideological legislator of
type i from accepting proposal xc
M is given by
NB(i; i;x
c

























The rst two terms of expression (12) constitute the sure payo from accepting xc
M, while
the last two terms are equal to minus the expected payo from rejecting proposal xc
M. The
latter payo is not certain because under simple majority rule the proposal may still pass if
the other legislator accepts it. Expression (12) can also be written as
NB(i; i;x
c
M) =  i jx
c







1      (1   ) i

: (13)
Recalling that jqj   jxc
Uj > 0; notice from (13) that under simple majority rule the net
benet from accepting is decreasing in the expected probability that the other legislator has
cast a \yea" vote. In other terms, the voting decisions of the two legislators are strategic
substitutes.
Also, note from (13) that NB(i; i;xc
M) is decreasing in i: Then the best response to
a cuto strategy is to also use a cuto strategy. Similarly to what we did in the previous
subsection, we nd the best-response function of legislator i
i( i) = min
( 










Mj > 0 and that  2 (0;1); it is immediate to see that the interceptIdeology and Endogenous Constitutions 14
of the best response is positive, that its slope is negative and that i(1) = 0:
While existence remains straightforward, under simple majority rule uniqueness of an
equilibrium in cuto strategies is not guaranteed in general.







where the left-hand side of (15) is the intercept of the best-response curve of member i
at  i = 0. It can be easily veried that in this case the slopes of the two best-response
functions are less than one in absolute value. It is well known that this guarantees that the
two best response curves intersect only once.20 Moreover, the cuto equilibrium is interior.
This implies that with strictly positive probability proposal xc
M is rejected. This case is
illustrated in Figure 3.21
Note that inequality (15) is more likely to be satised when  is suciently large. Intu-
itively, the perspective that the other legislator may vote for xc
M provides weak incentives to
also accept the proposal.
Figure 4 illustrates the case in which inequality (15) does not hold for both legislators.
Similarly to what occurs in a game of chicken under complete information, after receiving
proposal xc
M we have multiple Nash equilibria. In particular, there are corner cuto equilibria
(denoted E2 and E3) in which the cuto level of one legislator is zero, while the cuto of the
other is one. In this case, the proposal is passed for sure. However, there is also an interior
equilibrium (denoted E1) in which the proposal is sometimes rejected.22
Finally, we can now proceed to study the case in which the recognized agenda setter is
either l or r: Let x
j
M denote the proposal by an ideological legislator j 2 fl;rg. It is not hard
to see that the equilibrium in the voting game after proposal x
j
M is unique. More specically,
proposals x
j




  < 0 are rejected by both legislators, while proposals such
20See for instance Vives (2001).
21For ease of exposition, as in previous graphs, Figure 3 illustrates the best-response curves in the symmetric
case (when xc
M = 0).
22Note that the probability of rejection remains above zero even when the status quo is extremely inef-
cient. In a model of legislative bargaining with standard preferences, this is usually not the case. For
instance, Battaglini and Coate (2008) argue that in extreme circumstances all legislators vote for a policy





   0 pass for sure because they are accepted by member c:
5. Equilibrium Proposals
So far, we have solved for the voting decisions under unanimity and simple-majority rules
after a given policy proposal. Proceeding backwards, we tackle the proposal stage.
A complete characterization of the equilibrium proposal strategy for every parameter value
is more involved and beyond the scope of this paper. Nevertheless, we are able to determine
regions of parameters (identied in Propositions 1-2 below) where equilibrium proposals can
be solved for. This will allow us to compare constitutions and provide a set of meaningful
conditions under which one voting rule dominates the other.
In this section, we briey discuss the considerations that impact the choice of the optimal
proposal. To begin with, suppose that c is the recognized agenda setter. First, note that
under simple majority rule member c may have an incentive to propose a biased policy
to increase the probability that the reform is passed. Figure 5-6 illustrate this point by
comparing the cuto equilibria when c proposes policy zero and when she proposes a policy
biased towards legislator l: In Figure 5 we selected a conguration of parameters (namely,
,  and q) where policy zero is rejected with some probability. In Figure 6, we draw the
two-best response curves for the same set of parameters as in Figure 5 but we assume that the
proposal is to the left of zero. Looking at Figure 6, note that this biased proposal has tilted
the two best-response so as to move the equilibrium to a corner where member l accepts with
probability one.23 The intuition for this result is that a policy to the left of zero is less likely
to be accepted by the right-wing legislator. Because of strategic substitutability under simple
majority rule, this may dramatically increase the likelihood that l accepts the reform.24
Under unanimity rule instead, we nd that member c proposes policies in the middle
of the policy space in order to sustain the mutual trust that the proposal will voted by all
legislators. The fact that acceptance decisions are strategic complements under unanimity
rule is the key element that explains this result.
23 In Figures 5-6, we set  = 0:2, q = 2, l =  1 and r = 1. When policy zero is proposed by c, the intercept
of both reaction functions is 0.8 and with positive probability policy zero is rejected (see Figure 5). It is
possible to show that proposal  0:3 would shift the intercept of l's (resp. r's) best-response up to 1 (resp.
down to ' 0:5). As shown in Figure 6, policy  0:3 would be accepted for sure by l
24Note that this jump in the probability of acceptance is peculiar to our setting and would not occur in a
standard agenda-setting model where legislators use pivotal voting rules.Ideology and Endogenous Constitutions 16
Finally, concerning the proposal strategies of the ideological legislators, we obtain that
when  is high and jqj is low, members l and r may choose to propose a policy that panders
to their voters and that is sure to be rejected so as to keep the status quo.
6. Autocracy
We now nd the policy decision of an autocrat. Recall that an autocrat cannot be blocked
by the legislature. Then he picks x to maximize (1) subject to the constraint that his choice






i; if i > 1
2;
0; if i  1
2:
(16)
Notice from (16) that the autocrat's choice does not depend on q. As a result, the economy
may implement a policy that is a more inecient than the initial condition.25
7. Welfare Comparison
We can now proceed to compare the equilibrium outcomes under the three constitutions
analyzed before.
In this paper, we adopt the following welfare criterion: we judge a voting rule by its
capacity to pass reforms that bring the policy outcome close to zero. This criterion can be
justied in two ways. One possibility is to suppose that policy zero is indeed optimal for the
economy and that this is known to legislators. The disagreement of (at least some) voters
would then arise from asymmetric information or from ideological bias and prejudices that
induce voters to believe that the solution for the issue at hand is the usual (and dogmatic)
one.26 A second justication would be to invoke the fact that zero is the policy that maximizes
the ex-ante utility of a voter who is in an initial situation where he does not know his
25 Interestingly, note that an autocrat may prefer to be an agenda setter under simple majority (or una-
nimity) rule because he would have the possibility to propose a policy that is not accepted, put the blame on
the legislature, and keep the status quo. In other terms, as in the general theory of the second best further
constraints can sometimes be welfare improving.
26The possibility that asymmetric information may induce position-taking preferences has been explored
by Austen-Smith (1992). In a model where voters do not know the politicians` preferences and also do not
know the exact policy that maximizes their utility, a politician may not vote in favor of a moderate policy
out of the fear of being misidentied as a legislator with moderate preferences.Riboni 17
future identity and has probability equal to 1/3 of being characterized by the utility function
ui =  jx   ij; with i = l;c;r:
More formally, let an equilibrium 
C = [x
C;s
C] under constitution C be given and let
 2 [0;1]
2  f0g denote a realization of types for all three members.27 Suppose that i 2 N is
the recognized agenda setter. For any given , the strategy prole 
C gives us the proposal of
the agenda setter, xi




C (i) is accepted. Then, expected welfare under constitution C conditional on i being



































In what follows, recalling that under autocracy and unanimity rule the equilibrium is
unique, we simplify the notation by dropping 
A and 
U. Instead, knowing that under simple
majority rule uniqueness is not guaranteed for all parameter values, we keep the index 
M
to refer to a particular equilibrium under simple majority rule.
Using (2), (3), (4) and (16), maximized expected welfare under autocracy can be easily
computed:
WA(;q;) =  (1   c)









Finding maximized welfare under simple majority and unanimity rule would require a
complete characterization of the equilibrium proposals under both constitutions, which is
more involved. We are nevertheless able to identify regions of parameters where welfare
comparisons can be obtained.
For instance, it is not hard to see that autocracy is the least preferable constitution in a
region of parameters characterized by high values of  and low values of jqj: To understand
this, it is enough to notice from (19) that welfare under autocracy does not depend on q and
27Recall that the types of l and r are drawn independently from the same cumulative distribution function
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is decreasing in  and to also notice that welfares under simple majority or unanimity rule
are both bounded below by  jqj.28
We now proceed to compare welfare under simple majority and unanimity rule. The choice
between these two constitutions is determined by the following trade-o. On the one hand,
under unanimity rule the agenda setter faces more constraints since she needs one extra \yea"
vote. This explains why, ceteris paribus, reforms are more dicult to pass under unanimity
rule. But on the other hand, due to strategic interactions the acceptance constraints under
unanimity rule may turn out to be less binding than under simple majority rule. In other
terms, under unanimity rule legislators may use less strict equilibrium cuto levels when
casting their votes. This second eect goes in the opposite direction and, other things being
equal, makes reforms more likely under unanimity rule.
We argue below that the terms of this trade-o depend, among other things, on the ratio
between jqj (our measure of the degree of ineciency of the status quo) and the value of 
(our measure of ideological polarization).
For instance, it is quite intuitive that when the absolute value of q is low relatively to the
value of , the rst eect is dominant. In this case, in fact, the likelihood that the other
ideological legislator accepts is so low that even a legislator with weak electoral considerations
may hesitate to accept under unanimity rule. Consequently, we obtain that simple majority
rule is relatively more desirable.
When instead the absolute value of q is large relatively to the value of , the second eect
dominates. To see this, note that having an inecient status quo makes the need of a reform
more generally felt. This (together with a low ) is precisely what may sustain the belief
that the reform is approved by the other legislator. Due to strategic complementarity under
unanimity rule, reforms are then approved more frequently. The opposite holds true under
simple majority rule due to strategic substitutability. As a result, the voting cuto levels
under simple majority may be lower than under unanimity rule. This explains why in this
region of parameters unanimity rule is likely to dominate.
Putting these considerations together leads us to our next two propositions.
Proposition 1: Unanimity rule and autocracy yield higher equilibrium welfare than simple
28Unlike under autocracy, a proposal that worsens the status quo would not pass under constitutions U
and M. On this issue, see also the discussion in footnote 25.Riboni 19
majority rule when the value of  is suciently low relatively to jqj:
More specically, let any equilibrium 
M under simple majority rule be given. Fix any





such that for every  2 (0;) and for every  2 (0;1) we have that WU(;q;) =
WA(;q;)  WM(;q;;
M):
Moreover, x any q 6= 0 and any  2 (0;): Then there also exists a  2 (0;1) such that
for every  2 (;1) we have that WU(;q;) = WA(;q;) > WM(;q;;
M):
Proposition 1 above establishes that when ideological polarization is low relatively to
jqj, welfare under unanimity rule coincides with the one under autocracy, as described in
(19). In particular, exactly as under autocracy, under unanimity rule member c is able to
propose and pass policy zero. The rst part of Proposition 1 also establishes that for every
equilibrium 
M simple majority rule is weakly dominated in welfare terms by the other two
constitutional regimes.29 Moreover, if  is also high (that is, if legislators are suciently
optimistic about the possibility that electoral considerations do not matter), it can be shown
that in any equilibrium under simple majority rule policy zero fails to be accepted with
positive probability by l and r. As established by the second part of Proposition 1, simple
majority rule is then strictly dominated in welfare terms.
We now state Proposition 2.
Proposition 2: Simple majority rule yields higher equilibrium welfare than unanimity rule
and autocracy when the value of  is suciently high relatively to jqj:
More specically, let any equilibrium 
M under simple majority rule be given. Fix any
q 6= 0 and x any  2 (0;1): Then, there exists a  > 2jqj such that for every  >  we have
that WM(;q;;
M) > WU(;q;) > WA(;q;):
Proposition 2 above establishes that when ideological polarization is high relatively to jqj
autocracy is especially inecient. This is mainly because its welfare, as described in (19), is
not bounded from below by  jqj and is decreasing in . In that same region of parameters
29The inequality is strict for at least one particular voting equilibrium, the symmetric one (i.e., equilibrium
E1 in Figure 4).Ideology and Endogenous Constitutions 20
Proposition 2 also establishes that simple majority rule strictly dominates unanimity rule in
welfare terms. To understand this, note that under unanimity rule an ideological legislator
is reluctant to accept (or propose) a reform simply because, when  is high and jqj is low it
is quite unlikely to observe a \yea" vote from the other ideological legislator.
8. Endogenous Recognition
In this section, we briey consider an extension to our model. We endogenize the probabilities
of being recognized agenda setter. This seems a reasonable extension. After all the decision
of sponsoring a bill is a voluntary choice. In this section, we argue that legislators may
not have the same incentives to run for oce and that dierent constitutions may provide
dierential incentives to become agenda setter. The timing of events is identical to the one
discussed in Section 3.3 with the exception of stage (1), which is modied as follows:
(1) Legislators simultaneously decide whether or not to run for the agenda
setter's position. The agenda setter is then randomly selected from the set of
legislators that decided to run for oce.
To streamline the analysis, we suppose that legislators decide whether or not to run for
oce before observing their type.30 We denote i's decision whether or not to run for the
agenda setter's position by si 2 f0;1g where si = 1 (resp. si = 0) indicates that i runs
(does not run) for the agenda setter's position: For simplicity, assume that the decision to
run entails no cost. The benet of becoming agenda setter is given by the possibility of
setting the agenda. If running for oce is costless, why would a legislator ever decide not
to compete for oce? To understand this, notice that being the agenda setter is associated
to an implicit cost: an agenda setter, if she wants to see a reform pass, must propose it and
suer an electoral cost. Under simple majority rule and autocracy instead, an ideological
legislator may hope to see a reform pass without having to accept it.
Since c does not suer a position cost, we assume that sc = 1 and focus on the candidacy
strategies of the two ideological legislators: Let i(si;s i) denote the recognition probability
of legislator i when his eort decision is si and the eort decision of the other ideological
legislator is s i: For instance, i(1;1) denotes the probability that legislator i is selected
30If this were not the case, the decision in the entry stage would be informative for the other members.Riboni 21
when all legislators run for oce (recall that sc = 1): We make the following simplifying two
assumptions on recognition probabilities. For i = l;r we assume
i(0;1) = i(0;0) = 0; (21)




Both assumptions imply that the recognition probability of member i does not depend on the
entry decision of the other ideological legislator.31 According to assumption (21), legislator
i is not recognized if he does not run for oce. Since recognition probabilities must add to
one, assumptions (21) and (22) imply that when one ideological legislator does not run for
oce the probability that the other ideological legislator is recognized does not change, while
the probability that c is recognized increases accordingly.
As established in Proposition 3, the incentives to run for oce are aected by the majority
rule specied in the constitution.
Proposition 3: Under unanimity rule both ideological legislators run for oce. Under
autocracy, neither ideological legislator runs for oce and member c is elected with probability
one.
The intuition behind this result is that the higher the majority requirement, the lower the
probability that an ideological legislator is able to avoid the position cost by choosing si = 0.
This decreases the expected payo of not being agenda setter and, consequently, provides
more incentives to run for oce. Being agenda setter, in fact, allows ideological legislators
to choose the position cost that solves the optimal trade-o between electoral concerns and
policy motivations.
A stark implication of Proposition 3 is that autocracy is rst-best. This occurs because in
a model where recognition probabilities are endogenous member c is elected with probability
one and, consequently, policy zero is implemented regardless of the extent of ideological po-
larization. We emphasize some caveats to this result. First, in other contexts (for instance, a
31This assumption simplies the strategic interaction in the candidacy stage.Ideology and Endogenous Constitutions 22
redistributive problem) autocracy may lead to very poor outcomes. Second, in many consti-
tutional regimes, the agenda setter coincides with the chief executive. Therefore, we expect
that the decision to become chief executive will be driven by a larger array of motivations
than the ones analyzed in this section.
That being said, we believe that the channel highlighted here is worthy of notice and, in
some circumstances, should be taken into account by constitutional designers.
9. Conclusions
In this paper, we argue that the choice of the constitution aects equilibrium policy decisions
through dierent channels. As is standard, it aects the number of constraints that the
executive faces. Moreover, to the extent that legislators have position-taking preferences,
the choice of the majority rule also determines the nature of strategic interactions that arise
in the voting game and aects equilibrium voting decisions.
In our model, the relative importance of electoral versus policy considerations is assumed
to be privately observed. We solve the game of incomplete information and nd (see Propo-
sition 1) that when ideological polarization is not too large (and the status quo is suciently
inecient), institutions in which the executive has either no constraints (autocracy) or many
constraints (unanimity) are preferable to democracies that operate under an intermediate
number of constraints (simple majority rule). When instead ideological polarization is large
(and the status quo is only moderately inecient), simple majority rule turns out to be
preferable (see Proposition 2).
All in all, our ndings provide a justication for the adoption of more consensual forms
of democracy for ideologically divided countries that nd themselves in a dicult starting
condition, provided that the degree of ideological polarization is not too high.
Appendix
Proof of Proposition 1: We proceed in four steps.
Step 1: Fix any q 6= 0: Suppose that member c is the recognized agenda setter and suppose that
  jqj: (A.1)
Under unanimity rule, we show that for every  2 (0;1) the equilibrium proposal of member c is at the center,
that is xc
U = 0:Riboni 23
Proof: First, notice that under unanimity rule policy zero is accepted with probability one when   jqj.
To see this, using (2) it is enough to check that when xc
U = 0 inequality (11) holds for l and r: Consequently,
the two best-response curves dened in (9) intersect only once at 
r;U = 
l;U = 1: Recalling that c = 0; it is
then immediate that in equilibrium member c proposes policy zero under unanimity rule.
Step 2: Let 
M be any equilibrium under simple majority rule. Suppose that   jqj: Then for every





Proof: From Step 1, it is immediate to conclude that when   jqj we have Wc
U(;q;) = 0 for every
 2 (0;1): From (16) we also conclude that Wc
A(;q;) = 0 for all possible conguration of parameters. Since
the welfare criterion dened in (17) is bounded from above by 0; it is immediate to prove the claim of Step 2.
Step 3: Suppose that member c is the recognized agenda setter and suppose that parameters are such that
(1   )jqj <   jqj: (A.2)
If policy zero is proposed, in the unique equilibrium under simple majority rule policy zero is accepted with





Proof: Suppose that policy zero is proposed by c under simple majority rule. Note that when (1  )jqj < 
the slopes of the best-response curves dened in (14) are less than one in absolute value. This guarantees that
the two best-response curves intersect only once. Moreover, the equilibrium is interior: in the unique cuto
equilibrium we have 
r;M = 
l;M < 1: Then, if policy zero is put to a vote, it is rejected with strictly positive
probability. Using denition (17), this implies that when (A.2) is satised we have Wc
M(;q;;
M) < 0: On
the other hand, under condition (A.1) we know from Step 2 that for every  2 (0;1) we have Wc
U(;q;) =
Wc
A(;q;) = 0: Hence welfare under simple majority rule is strictly lower than welfare under either U or A.
The next Step derives the equilibrium proposals when the agenda setter is ideological. As discussed at
the end of Subsection 4.2, the equilibrium voting cutos under simple majority rule are unique. This is why
when we write welfare under simple majority rule conditional on an ideological legislator being recognized,
as dened in (17), we drop 
M from our notation.













A(j) is as described in







every  2 (0;1):
Proof: Without any loss of generality, suppose that the recognized agenda setter is j = l: (The argument is
completely symmetric when j = r)Ideology and Endogenous Constitutions 24
We proceed in three steps to analyze the choice of the optimal proposal under simple majority rule. First,
we argue that member l, regardless of her type l 2 [0;1], does not nd it protable to propose a policy that is
sure to be rejected. To see this, just notice from (2) and (4) that condition (A.3) implies that jlj < jqj. Then,
proposing a policy that is sure to be rejected would be dominated by proposing policy l; which is accepted
by c because jlj < jqj:
Second, we argue that the set of policies that an agenda setter l of type l is willing to propose and pass
can be restricted to the interval [l;0]: To see this, pick any proposal x0 in X such that x0 > 0. Only two
cases are possible under simple majority rule: either x0 is approved with probability one or x0 is rejected with
probability one. Suppose rst that proposal x0 is accepted. It is immediate that l, regardless of her type,
could increase her utility by proposing, for example, policy zero, which is also accepted with probability one
in equilibrium. Next, suppose that x0 does not pass. Since jlj < jqj; it is also immediate that l would benet
from proposing policy zero, which is instead accepted. A similar argument can be used to show that l does
not propose a policy below l:
Third, and nally, noting that all proposals that l is willing to consider are acceptable to member c; we
can conclude that the acceptance constraints that l faces are not binding. As a result, when condition (A.3)
is satised the equilibrium proposal under M is given by (16).
Consider next the equilibrium proposal under unanimity rule. First, we show that when condition (A.3)
is satised, any proposal in the interval [l;0] obtains an unanimous vote. To see this, note that since jlj < jqj
member c is expected to accept any proposal in [l;0]: Then, after receiving a proposal in [l;0], member r
recognizes that his vote is pivotal and uses condition (6) to decide his voting strategy. It is easy to show
that when condition (A.3) is met, member r (for every r 2 [0;1]) accepts any policy in [l;0]:
Second, following a similar argument to the one used before, we can easily show that the set of policies that
an agenda setter l of type l considers proposing can be restricted to the interval [l;0]. Hence, when condition
(A.3) is satised, the two acceptance constraints that member l faces are not binding. The equilibrium
proposal under unanimity rule is thus given by (16).
From the previous discussion, it is then immediate to conclude that welfare under constitutions M and
U coincide with (19), the equilibrium welfare under constitution A. This concludes the proof of Step 4.
Using denition (18), putting together Steps 1-2 and 4 and noting that condition (A.1) is implied by
condition (A.3), it is immediate to verify the rst part of Proposition 1. Putting together Steps 3-4 and
noting that condition (A.2) is satised when  is suciently large and (A.3) holds, it is also immediate to
verify the second part of Proposition 1. 
Proof of Proposition 2: We proceed in four steps.
Step 1: Suppose that member c is the recognized agenda setter under unanimity rule. We show that when
 > 2jqj; (A.4)Riboni 25
the equilibrium proposal is at the center, that is xc






   (1   )jqj
< 1: (A.5)
Proof: In order to show that member c proposes zero when condition (A.4) is satised, using (9) draw the
two best-response curves when xc
U = 0. It can be veried that under condition (A.4) any proposal other
than policy zero would shift the best-response curves i( i) and  i(i) down to the right and up to the
left, respectively. Since the slopes of the best-response curves are positive, this implies that both equilibrium
cut-o levels decrease. Then proposing a policy dierent from zero would not be protable for c: Knowing
that xc
U = 0; it is a matter of straightforward algebra to derive (A.5) after solving the intersection between
the two best-response curves. This concludes the proof of Step 1.
Given the results obtained in Step 1, using (3) and denition (17) and knowing that proposals under
unanimity rule pass only if both ideological legislators cast a \yea" vote, we obtain that under condition






 + (1   )
 jqj
   (1   )jqj
2!
jqj: (A.6)
Step 2: Suppose that member c is the recognized agenda setter and that condition (A.4) holds. Let any
equilibrium 
M for constitution M be given. Fix any q 6= 0 and x any  2 (0;1): We show that there exists




Proof: First we argue that
 

1      (1   )
(1   )jqj





To see this, note that the left-hand side of (A.7) is equal to welfare under simple majority rule when member
c proposes policy zero and l and r play the symmetric equilibrium (that is, the one with the lowest payo for
c). To compute the left-hand side, use the denition of best-response curve in (14) when xc
M = 0 and recall
that under simple-majority rule the status quo is kept in place only if both legislators reject. To explain the
inequality in (A.7), note that regardless of the voting strategies that c expects, the left-hand side is a lower
bound to welfare under simple-majority rule.




the limit of the left-hand side of (A.7) goes to  (1   )
2 jqj as  ! 1: Since  2 (0;1) it is immediate to
show that  (1   )
2 jqj >  
 
1   2
jqj: This implies that there exists a 0 > 2jqj, which depends on ,
such that for every  > 0 we have that Wc
M(;q;;
M) > Wc
U(;q;). This concludes the proof of Step 2
Step 3: Suppose that member j 2 fr;lg is the recognized agenda setter. We show that when condition (A.4)
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Proof: Without any loss of generality, suppose that the recognized agenda setter is j = l: (The argument is
completely symmetric when j = r)
Suppose condition (A.4) is satised. To begin with, we compute the optimal proposal strategy of l under
constitution M. First note that condition (A.4) implies that jlj > jqj: Contrary to the conclusion reached
in Step 4 of the proof of Proposition 1, member l may nd it protable to propose a policy that is sure to
be rejected in order to pander to her voters and keep the status quo. To take account of this possibility,
we proceed as follows. First, we nd the best proposal among the ones that are acceptable to at least one
member. Subsequently, we nd the best proposal among the ones that would be rejected.
We let xl
M;y denote the best proposal among the ones that pass for sure under simple majority rule.
That is,
xl
















It is not hard to see that given that utility is linear, the solution is at a corner: that is, xl
M;y 2 f0;qg:







jqj   l jq   lj; l jlj

; (A.9)
where the rst term in the curly brackets in (A.9) is the utility of proposing the status quo, while the second
term is the utility of proposing zero:
We let instead xl
M;n denote the best proposal among the ones that are rejected for sure under constitution
M. It is immediate that xl















When (A.4) holds, note that whenever according to (A.11) member j, with j 2 fl;rg, proposes policy j,
the proposal is rejected by the legislature and the status quo is kept in place.
We now nd the proposal that ideological legislator l proposes under constitution U. As discussed before,
if proposal xl
U is such that
 xl
U
  > jqj, both c and r reject the proposal. If instead
 xl
U
   jqj, note that
xl
U does not necessarily pass under unanimity rule because when condition (A.4) holds, xl
U may not satisfy
condition (6) for member r. Let (xl
U) denote the probability that xl
U is accepted under constitution U.
As discussed above, we have (xl





  jqj and (xl
U) = 0 otherwise. This implies that the




   jqj is weakly smaller than (A.9). On the
other hand, the payo from proposing policy l is still given by (A.10). This implies that there are instancesRiboni 27






j; if j > b ;
0; otherwise:
(A.12)
where b  <
jqj
jjj. That is, under unanimity rule the status quo is kept in place with higher probability. This
concludes the proof of Step 3.
Step 4: Let any equilibrium 
M for constitution M be given. Fix any q 6= 0 and x any  2 (0;1):There
exists a 00 > 2jqj such that for every  > 00 we have WM(;q;;
M) > WA(;q;) and WU(;q;) >
WA(;q;):
Proof: First, notice that welfare under simple majority and unanimity rule is bounded below by  jqj. This
is because a legislator would never accept a proposal that worsens the status quo. As long as c < 1, using
(19) it is then immediate that for high values of  autocracy is strictly dominated in welfare terms.
Putting together Steps 1-3, and using denition (18), it is immediate to prove that simple majority rule
strictly dominates unanimity rule when  is suciently high. To conclude the proof of Proposition 2 it is
enough to use the result of Step 4. 
Proof of Proposition 3: We proceed in three steps. We let ui(j) denote the expected utility of legislator
i when j is the recognized agenda setter.
Step 1: Legislator i 2 fl;rg runs for oce if and only if ui(j)  ui(c):
Proof: Consider a legislator i 2 fl;rg: We let  i denote the other ideological legislator. Two cases are
possible:  i is expected to run for oce or not. First, suppose that i expects  i to choose s i = 1.
Recalling that sc = 1, i runs for oce if and only if
i(1;1)ui(i)+(1 i(1;1)  i(1;1))ui(c)+ i(1;1)ui( i)  (1  i(1;0))ui(c)+ i(1;0)ui( i): (A.13)
The left-hand (resp. right-hand) side of (A.13) is the expected utility when all legislators (resp. only  i and
c) run for oce.
Second, suppose instead that i expects  i to choose s i = 0. In this case, i runs for oce if and only if
i(1;1)ui(i) + (1   i(1;0))ui(c)  ui(c): (A.14)
Since we assumed that i(1;0) = i(1;1) for every i = l;r, (A.13) and (A.14) simplify to ui(i)  ui(c):
Step 2: Under autocracy, only c runs for oce and welfare is rst-best.
Proof: From (16), it is immediate to see that under autocracy ui(c) = 0 and ui(i) < 0: From Step 1, we can
then conclude that only member c runs for oce. As a result, c is recognized with probability one and the
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Step 3: Under unanimity rule, all legislators run for oce.
Proof: Let xc
U be the proposal under unanimity rule that i expects to receive from c. We let (xc
U ) denote
the expected probability that xc
U is accepted by  i when this policy is proposed by c. Before the realization



















where the rst term in the curly brackets in (A.15) is the expected payo from casting a \yea" after receiving
xc
U while the second term is the payo of rejecting xc
U : We now show that ui(i) > uj(c). To see this, rst
note that if i becomes the agenda setter and he himself proposes xc
U , this proposal would be accepted by  i
with probability weakly greater than (xc
U ). This occurs because  i would vote following the pivotal rule
(6). This increases the rst term in the curly brackets in (A.15). Second, note that i can always achieve the
second term in the curly brackets in (A.15) by proposing the policy that panders to his voters. Finally, note
that if i is recognized, he is not constrained to propose xc
U but he is able to select the proposal the better
solves the trade-o between electoral and policy consideration. As a result, being elected agenda setter would
give i higher utility than letting c propose xc
U . This concludes the proof of Step 3. Putting together Steps
1-3, it is immediate to prove the claim of Proposition 3. 
Bibliography
Aghion, Philippe, and Patrick Bolton, (2003) \Incomplete Social Contracts," Journal of the
European Economic Association I: pp. 38{67.
Aghion, Philippe, Alberto Alesina and Francesco Trebbi (2004) \Endogenous Political In-
stitutions" The Quarterly Journal of Economics 119(2), pp. 565-611.
Alesina, Alberto, and Allan Drazen, (1991) \Why are stabilizations delayed?" American
Economic Review 81, pp. 1170{1188.
Arnold, R. Douglas. (1990). The Logic of Congressional Action. New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press
Austen-Smith, David, (1992) \Explaining the Vote: Constituency Constrains on Sophisti-
cated Voting," American Journal of Political Science Vol. 36, No. 1 pp. 68-95
Baliga Sandeep and Tomas Sj ostr om (2009), \Conict Games with Payo Uncertainty,"
mimeo, Northwestern University.Riboni 29
Barbera, Salvador and Matthew. O. Jackson (2004), \Choosing how to Choose: Self-Stable
Majority Rules and Constitutions," Quarterly Journal of Economics, 119, 1011-48
Baron, David, (1998) \Comparative Dynamics of Parliamentary Governments," American
Political Science Review, XCII (1998), 593{609.
Baron, David, and John Ferejohn, (1989), \Bargaining in Legislatures," American Political
Science Review 83, pp. 1181-1206.
Battaglini Marco and Stephen Coate (2008) \A Dynamic Theory of Public Spending, Tax-
ation, and Debt," American Economic Review 98:1, pp. 201236
Buchanan James and Gordon Tullock (1962) The Calculus of Consent University of Michi-
gan Press
Dal B o, Ernesto (2007) \Bribing Voters," American Journal of Political Science, 51: 4. pp.
789-803.
Denzau Arthur, William Riker, Kenneth Shepsle (1985) \Farquharson and Fenno: Sophis-
ticated Voting and Home Style," American Political Science Review, 79: 4. pp. 1117-
1134.
Diermeier, Daniel, and Roger B. Myerson. (1999) \Bicameralism and Its Consequences for
the Internal Organization of Legislatures," 89 American Economic Review 1182{96.
Diermeier, Daniel, and Timothy J. Feddersen, (1998) \Cohesion in Legislatures and the Vote
of Condence Procedure," American Political Science Review, XCII (1998), 611{623.
Fenno, Richard F. (1978) Home Style: House Members in their Districts. Boston: Little
Brown, 1978.
Groseclose, Tim, and Jerey Milyo. (2001), \Why a Teaspoon of Position-Taking Drowns a
Mountain of Policy Preferences: A Theoretical Result," mimeo, University of Chicago.
Groseclose, Tim, and James M. Snyder, Jr. (1996), \Buying Supermajorities," 90 American
Political Science Review 303{15.Ideology and Endogenous Constitutions 30
Harstad B ard, (2004) \Majority Rules and Incentives," Quarterly Journal of Economics,
120 (4): 535-68.
Huber, John D., (1996) \The Vote of Condence in Parliamentary Democracies," American
Political Science Review, XC: pp. 269{282.
Kingdon, John W. (1989) Congressmen's Voting Decisions. Ann Arbor: University of Michi-
gan Press.
Levy, Gilat, (2007). Decision Making in Committees: Transparency, Reputation and Voting
Rules. American Economic Review. 97, 150-168.
Lijphart, Arend (1977) Democracy in Plural Societies. New Haven, CT: Yale University
Press.
Maggi, Giovanni and Massimo Morelli (2006) "Self-Enforcing Voting in International Orga-
nizations" American Economic Review. 96:4, pp. 1137-1158.
Messner, Matthias, and Mattias Polborn, (2004), \Voting on Majority Rules," Review of
Economic Studies, 71, 115-132.
Rae, Douglas, W. (1969), \Decision-Rules and Individual Values in Constitutional Choice,"
The American Political Science Review, Vol. 63,pp. 40-56.
Romer, Thomas and Howard Rosenthal, (1978), \Political Resource Allocation, Controlled
Agendas, and the Status Quo," Public Choice 33, pp. 27-44.
Seidmann, Daniel, (2007). \A Theory of Voting Patterns and Outcomes in Private and
Public Committees," University of Nottingham, mimeo.
Snyder, James M. and Ting, Michael M., (2005) \Why Roll Calls? A Model of Position-
Taking in Legislative Voting and Elections," The Journal of Law, Economics, and Or-
ganization, Vol. 21, No. 1, pp. 153-178.
Snyder, James M. (1991) \On Buying Legislators," Economics and Politics, vol. 3: 2, pp.
93-109.Riboni 31
Spolaore Enrico (2004) \Adjustments in Dierent Government Systems," Economics and
Politics, vol. 16-2, pp. 117-146.
Vives Xavier (2001), Oligopoly Pricing: Old Ideas and New Tools, Cambridge: MIT Press.
Yildirim, Huseyin. (2007) \Proposal Power and Majority Rule in Multilateral Bargaining













) ( i i   




Figure 1: Unanimity Rule: Interior Equilibrium (xc
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Figure 2: Unanimity Rule: Corner Equilibrium (xc
U is set to 0)Riboni 33
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Figure 3: Simple Majority Rule: Interior Equilibrium (xc
M is set to 0)
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Figure 4: Simple Majority Rule: Multiple Nash Equilibria (xc
M is set to 0)Ideology and Endogenous Constitutions 34
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Figure 5: Simple Majority Rule: Centered Proposal, (xc
M is set to 0)







Figure 6: Simple Majority Rule: Extreme Proposal, (xc
U < 0)